REDUCTION  FACTORS 


between  January  1997  and  January 
2003.  During  the  same  time,  all 
other  departments  reduced  their 
staffs  collectively  by  2.54  FTEs. 


Retirement  Incentives 


Boston  offered  a voluntary 
retirement  incentive  program  to 
employees  already  eligible  for 
retirement  during  2003.  Having 
been  offered  an  incentive  of  20%  of 
their  salary  to  participate,  490 
employees  retired  through  the 
program  on  June  30'*’.  Nearly  95%  of 
the  participants  emanated  from  the 
School,  Police,  and  Fire 
Departments,  since  teachers  and 
unifonned  publie  safety  employees 
were  not  eligible  for  the  previous 
retirement  incentive  offered  by  the 
city  during  2002.  Salary  savings 
from  this  incentive  was  applied  to 
fund  various  jobs  for  employees  who 
otherwise  would  have  been  exposed 
to  layoffs.  During  the  past  two 
years,  966  employees  have  retired 
through  an  incentive  program. 


The  BPS  sustained  a reduction  of  823  FTEs  through  September  29th.  The  most  significant  losses  to  the  department  were  in  areas 
of  student  instruction  - teachers  and  paraprofessionals,  collectively  representing  81%  of  the  reduction.  The  department  lost  421 
FTEs  among  teachers,  one  third  of  the  citywide  cut,  impeding  its  ability  to  provide  important  services  like  math  and  reading 
transition  programs,  after  school  programs,  and  high  school  electives.  The  paraprofessionals’  total  was  reduced  by  245  FTEs, 
including  101  lost  during  the  implementation  of  the  English  immersion  program  with  fewer  bilingual  classes.  There  was  a small 
increase  of  24  FTEs  among  custodians,  the  result  of  a new,  and  more  expensive,  policy  of  hiring  part-time  custodians  to  bolster 
the  permanent  staff  as  an  alternative  to  contracting  out  custodial  ser\'ices  in  single  custodian  schools. 

Grant  Funds 

The  reduction  of  130  grant-funded  FTEs  in  the  BPS  drove  the  city  wide  reduction  of  99  grant-funded  FTEs,  producing  a total  of 
2,627  grant-funded  FTEs.  Initial  fears  of  a reduction  in  state  grants  for  kindergarten  funding  caused  a decline  in  kindergarten 
teachers  and  aides,  but  the  funding  has  been  provided  and  increased  staff  has  already  been  hired.  Other  departments  were  able  to 
make  gains  in  grant-funded  FTEs.  The  PHC  benefited  from  a bio-terrorism  grant  that  provided  funding  for  increased  staffing, 
and  the  BPL  was  able  to  shift  existing  staff  from  internally-funded  to  grant-funded  FTEs.  The  grant  funds,  when  combined  with 
the  city-funded  total,  produced  an  all-funds  citywide  total  of  18,436  FTEs,  a reduction  of  1,381  since  Januaty'. 

Conclusion 

Since  city  officials  have  lifted  the  hiring  freeze,  certain  departments  are  filling  vacancies  subject  to  the  approval  of  a position 
control  board.  Specifically,  more  staff  is  anticipated  in  the  Transportation  and  Police  Departments,  the  BCYF,  the  PHC,  and  the 
BPS.  The  prospect  of  a third  year  of  local  aid  cuts  should  cause  officials  to  limit  any  staff  increases  to  replacement  of  only  the  most 
essential  positions.  Efforts  to  increase  efficiency  in  departments  should  be  maintained,  particularly  in  the  BPD,  where  union 
resistance  has  stymied  plans  to  civilianize  administrative  functions  currently  performed  by  sworn  staff,  and  also  in  the  BFD, 
where  plans  to  consolidate  fire  districts  have  stalled.  City  officials  should  not  abandon  plans  to  pursue  further  operational 
improvements  even  though  the  financial  outlook  for  the  current  fiscal  year  is  better  than  they  had  initially  predicted. 


LAYOEES 

While  original  estimates  indicated 
that  as  many  as  1,700  employees, 
including  550  non-BPS  employees, 
would  be  laid  off  this  year,  layoffs 
eventually  represented  only  a small 
portion  of  the  total  reduction. 
(Figures  in  this  section  represent 
actual  employees  and  not  ETEs.) 
These  estimates  were  worst'case 
scenarios,  however,  and  the  final 
totals  show  a large  disparity  from 
the  initial  estimates.  The  major 
factors  in  the  disparity  were  the 
restoration  of  $54.2  million  in 
unanticipated  local  aid,  which 
allowed  Boston  to  fund  more 
positions  than  it  had  initially 
expected,  and  the  administration  of 
the  VRI,  which  proHded  funds  for 
employees  who  had  been  at-risk  for 
layoffs.  Boston  currently  has  262 
employees  that  remain  on  layoff  hsts 
after  recalls  - 222  in  the  BPS  and  40 
in  all  other  departments.  Most  non- 
BPS  layoffs  eliminated  employees 
whose  duties  department  heads 

Boston  Public  Schools 


determined  could  be  spread  out  to  remaining 
staff  or  who  were  no  longer  needed. 


BPS  officials,  because  of  contractual  and  legal 
obligations,  initially  laid  off  998  employees, 
far  more  than  all  other  departments 
combined.  The  administration  of  the  BPS 
teacher  staffing  process  over  the  summer  and 
the  department’s  fulfillment  of  its  contractual 
obligations  to  qualified  employees  allowed 
the  BPS  to  recall  776  or  77.8%  of  those  who 
originally  were  laid  off.  That  the  vast 
proportion  of  the  city’s  layoffs  occurred  in  the 
BPS  is  painful  for  educators,  but  analysis  of 
the  city’s  workforce  levels  in  recent  years 
reveals  why  the  layoffs  were  concentrated 
there.  The  BPS  added  928  FTEs  to  its  staff 
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BOSTON’S  SHRINKING  WORKFORCE 

The  city  of  Boston’s  municipal  workforce  levels  decreased  hy  1,282  city  funded  FTEs  or  7.5%  during  2003,  reducing  the 
total  city-funded  employee  levels  to  15,809.  Since  January  2002,  Boston’s  employee  totals  have  decreased  by  1,762  FTEs  or 
10%.  The  Boston  Public  Schools  (BPS)  sustained  the  biggest  proportion  of  the  reduction  (64.2%),  but  its  share  of  the  cut  is 
commensurate  with  the  large  increases  in  staffing  the  BPS  had  received  during  recent  years.  From  January  through  September 
29,  2003,  the  time  frame  in  which  the  FTE  data  in  this  report  is  based,  city  officials  have  been  successful  m shrinking  the 
workforce  through  a combination  of  natural  attrition,  layoffs,  a hiring  freeze,  and,  most  significantly,  a voluntary'  retirement 
incenti\'e  program  (\'RI).  While  officials  initially  predicted  that  extensive  layoffs  would  be  necessary,  layoffs  eventually 
represented  only  a small  portion  of  the  overall  reduction.  City  officials  have  now  authorized  several  departments  to  hire  new 
employees  during  the  final  quarter  of  this  year,  and  workforce  totals  will  rise  correspondingly.  Last  spring,  the  Research 
Bureau  reported  that  that  the  city  workforce  had  dropped  to  its  lowest  point  in  five  years.  At  that  time,  we  indicated  that 
more  reductions  were  both  necessary  and  prudent  in  light  of  local  aid  cuts.  Boston  has  been  successful  in  paring  its  workforce 
while  avoiding  major  impact  to  service  delivery.  Now,  with  the  prospect  of  more  local  aid  cuts  in  fiscal  2005,  city  officials 
should  be  ver)'  careful  in  new  hiring  decisions,  and  should  take  steps  to  increase  service  efficiencies  planned  in  this  year’s 
budget  and  pursue  additional  operational  improvements  to  mitigate  further  employee  reductions. 

Excluding  the  BPS,  the  effect  of  the  reductions  on  departmental  workforces  has  been  more  evident  among  the  remaining  staff 
than  the  general  pubhe.  The  departments  are  still  providing  basic  services,  but  in  some  cases  it  is  with  reduced  regularity. 
Workloads  are  being  spread  out  among  staff  members  in  departments  that  have  sustained  sizeable  losses  of  FTEs  hke  the 
Police  Department  (-132),  the  Fire  Department  (-96),  Boston  Centers  for  Youth  &r  Families  (-50),  and  the  Public  Health 
Commission  (-40).  Some  departments  are  employing  creative  scheduling  to  ensure  proper  coverage.  For  example,  the 
Property  Management  Department  is  employing  staff  during  odd  hours  to  perform  labor  intensive  duties  more  efficiently. 
Also,  officials  at  the  Boston  Centers  for  Youth  & Families  (BCYF)  hav'e  clustered  services  at  their  centers  in  order  to  provide 
the  maximum  range  of  services  to  all  regions  of  the  city. 


City  of  Boston  Workforce  Summary 

Figures  Shown  in  FTEs 


Workforce  reductions  have  not  had  a noticeable 
effect  on  the  deliver)'  of  emergency  services.  The 
Public  Health  Commission  (PHC)  has  been  able  to 
avoid  interruptions  in  EMS  deliver)'  despite  losing 
19  ETEs  during  the  year  by  utilizing  remaining  staff 
on  overtime  shifts  to  cover  vacancies.  The  Eire 
Department’s  (BFD)  loss  of  staff,  nearly  all  of  it 
among  its  uniformed  force,  has  compelled  the 
department  to  transfer  firefighters  from  support  and 
administrative  positions  into  the  field  division.  As  a 
result,  tire  support  services  like  inspections, 
training,  and  fleet  maintenance  have  been  curtailed 
while  the  department’s  ability  to  maintain 

appropriate  levels  of  emergency  services  has  remained  constant.  The  Police  Department  (BPD)  has  strengthened  efforts  to  hire 
civilians  to  perform  support  services  like  dispatch,  thereby  freeing  sworn  staff  to  perform  field  services,  and  to  centralize  or 
cluster  many  of  the  administrative  efforts  that  formerly  had  been  performed  in  each  district  like  paid  detail  administration  and 
booking.  New  classes  of  police  and  EMT  recruits  are  studying  in  their  respective  academies,  and  will  he  added  to  the  forces 
upon  graduation  early  next  year. 

Derailed  rabies  showing  Bosron's  employee  changes  by  depaitmenr  can  be  found  on  rhe  Research  Bureau’s  websire  ar 

vvivw.  bmrb.  org 


Department 

January 

2002 

January 

2003 

September 

2003 

'03  Change 
Jan.  - Sept. 

% 

Change 

Schools 

8,509 

8,440 

7,617 

(823) 

-9.8% 

Police 

2,964 

2,895 

2,763 

(132) 

-4.6% 

Fire 

1,698 

1,714 

1,618 

(96) 

-5.6% 

BCYF 

402 

375 

325 

(50) 

-13.3% 

PHC 

768 

745 

705 

(40) 

-5.4% 

All  Others 

3,230 

2,923 

2,783 

(140) 

-4.8% 

Total 

17,571 

17,091 

15,809 

(1,282) 

-7.5% 
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BOSTON’S  SHRINKING  WORKFORCE 

The  city  of  Boston’s  municipal  workforce  levels  decreased  by  1,282  city  funded  FTEs  or  7. “5%  during  2003,  reducing  the 
total  city’-funded  employee  levels  to  15,809.  Since  January  2002,  Boston’s  employee  totals  have  decreased  by  1,762  FTEs  or 
10%.  The  Boston  Public  Schools  (BPS)  sustained  the  biggest  proportion  of  the  reduction  (64.2%),  but  its  share  of  the  cut  is 
commensurate  with  the  large  increases  in  staffing  the  BPS  had  received  during  recent  years.  From  Januaty-’  through  September 
29,  2003,  the  time  frame  in  which  the  FTE  data  in  this  report  is  based,  city  officials  have  been  successful  in  shrinking  the 
workforce  through  a combination  of  natural  attrition,  layoffs,  a hiring  freeze,  and,  most  significantly,  a voluntary-  retirement 
incentive  program  (\’RI).  While  officials  initially  predicted  that  extensive  layoffs  would  be  necessaty’,  layoffs  eventually 
represented  only  a small  portion  of  the  overall  reduction.  City  officials  have  now  authorized  several  departments  to  hire  new 
employees  during  the  final  quarter  of  this  year,  and  workforce  totals  will  rise  correspondingly.  Last  spring,  the  Research 
Bureau  reported  that  that  the  city  workforce  had  dropped  to  its  lowest  point  in  five  years.  At  that  time,  we  indicated  that 
more  reductions  were  both  necessaty  and  prudent  in  light  of  local  aid  cuts.  Boston  has  been  successful  in  paring  its  workforce 
while  avoiding  major  impact  to  service  delivery.  Now,  with  the  prospect  of  more  local  aid  cuts  in  fiscal  2005,  city'  officials 
should  be  vety'  careful  in  new  hiring  decisions,  and  should  take  steps  to  increase  sen'ice  efficiencies  planned  in  this  year’s 
budget  and  pursue  additional  operational  improvements  to  mitigate  further  employee  reductions. 

Excluding  the  BPS,  the  effect  of  the  reductions  on  departmental  workforces  has  been  more  evident  among  the  remaining  staff 
than  the  general  public.  The  departments  are  still  providing  basic  sertyces,  but  in  some  cases  it  is  with  reduced  regularity'. 
VV’orkloads  are  being  spread  out  among  staff  members  in  departments  that  have  sustained  sizeable  losses  of  FTEs  like  the 
Police  Department  (-152),  the  Fire  Department  (-96),  Boston  Centers  for  Youth  & Families  (-50),  and  the  Public  Health 
Commission  (-40).  Some  departments  are  employing  creative  scheduling  to  ensure  proper  coverage.  For  example,  the 
Property  Management  ITepartment  is  employing  staff  during  odd  hours  to  perform  labor  intensive  duties  more  efficiently. 
.Also,  offieials  at  the  Boston  Centers  for  A'outh  & Families  (BCYF)  have  clustered  services  at  their  centers  in  order  to  provide 
the  maximum  range  of  seivices  to  all  regions  of  the  city. 


W'orkforce  reductions  have  not  had  a noticeable 
effect  on  the  deliver)'  of  emergency  sen'ices.  The 
Public  Health  Commission  (PHC)  has  been  able  to 
avoid  interruptions  in  EMS  deliver)'  despite  losing  19 
FTEs  during  the  year  by  utilizing  remaining  staff  on 
; overtime  shifts  to  cover  vacancies.  The  Fire 

Department 

City  of  Boston  Workforce  Summary 

Figures  Shown  in  FTEs 
January  January  September  '03  Change 
2002  2003  2003  Jan.  - Sept. 

% 

Change 

Schools 

8,509 

8,440 

7,617 

(823) 

-9.8% 

Department’s  (BFD)  loss  of  staff,  nearly  all  of  it 

Police 

2,964 

2,895 

2,763 

(132) 

-4.6% 

1 among  its  uniformed  force,  has  compelled  the 

Fire 

1,698 

1,714 

1,618 

(96) 

-5.6% 

department  to  transfer  firefighters  from  support  and 

BCYF 

402 

375 

325 

(50) 

-13.3% 

administrative  positions  into  the  field  division.  As  a 

PHC 

768 

745 

705 

(40) 

-5.4% 

1 result,  fire  support  seivices  like  inspections,  training. 

All  Others 

3,230 

2,923 

2,783 

(140) 

-4.8% 

1 and  fleet  maintenance  have  been  curtailed  while  the 

1 department’s  ability  to  maintain  appropriate  levels  of 

Total 

17,571 

17,091 

15,809 

(1,282) 

-7.5% 

1 emergency  seivices  has  remained  constant.  The  Police  ITepartment  (BPIT)  has  strengthened  efforts  to  hire  ciMlians  to  perform 

support  seivices  like  dispatch,  thereby  freeing  sworn  staff  to  perform  field  sendees,  and  to  centralize  or  cluster  many  of  the 
administrative  efforts  that  formerly  had  been  performed  in  eaeh  district  like  paid  detail  administration  and  booking.  New 
classes  of  police  and  EMT  recruits  are  studying  in  their  respective  academies,  and  will  be  added  to  the  forces  upon  graduation 
early  next  year. 

Detailed  tables  showing  Boston’s  employee  changes  by  department  can  be  found  on  the  Research  Bureau’s  website  at 

WWW.  hinrh.  org 
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REDUCTION  FACTORS 


lAYOFFS 

W’hile  original  estimates  indicated 
that  as  many  as  1,700  employees, 
including  550  non-BP,S  employees, 
would  be  laid  off  this  year,  layoffs 
eventually  represented  only  a small 
portion  of  the  total  reduction. 

(Figures  in  this  section  represent 
actual  employees  and  not  FTEs.) 

These  estimates  were  worst  case 
scenarios,  however,  and  the  final 
totals  show  a large  disparity  from 
the  initial  estimates.  The  major 
factors  in  the  disparity  were  the 
restoration  of  $54.2  million  in 
unanticipated  local  aid,  which 
allowed  Boston  to  fund  more 
positions  than  it  had  initially 
expected,  and  the  administration  of 
the  \'RI,  which  provided  funds  for 
employees  who  had  been  at-risk  for 
layoffs.  Boston  currently  has  262 
employees  that  remain  on  layoff  lists 
after  recalls  - 222  in  the  BP,S  and  40 
in  all  other  departments.  Most  non- 
BP,S  layoffs  eliminated  employees 
whose  duties  department  heads 

Boston  IHjbi.ic  Schools 

The  BPS  sustained  a reduction  of  823  FTEs  through  September  29th.  The  most  significant  losses  to  the  department  were  in  areas 
of  student  instruction  - teachers  and  paraprofessionals,  collectively  representing  81%  of  the  reduction.  The  department  lost  421 
ETEs  among  teachers,  one  third  of  the  city'wide  cut,  impeding  its  ability  to  provide  important  services  like  math  and  reading 
transition  programs,  after  school  j^rograms,  and  high  school  electives.  The  paraprofessionals’  total  was  reduced  by  245  ETEs, 
including  101  lost  during  the  implementation  of  the  English  immersion  program  with  fewer  bilingual  classes.  There  was  a small 
increase  of  24  FTEs  among  custodians,  the  result  of  a new',  and  more  expensive,  policy  of  hiring  part-time  custodians  to  bolster 
the  permanent  staff  as  an  alternative  to  contracting  out  custodial  serc’ices  in  single  custodian  schools. 

Grant  Funds 

The  reduction  of  130  grant-funded  FTEs  in  the  BPS  drove  the  cit^'wide  reduction  of  99  grant-funded  FTEs,  producing  a total  of 
2,627  grant-funded  FTEs.  Initial  fears  of  a reduction  in  state  grants  for  kindergarten  funding  caused  a decline  in  kindergarten 
teachers  and  aides,  but  the  funding  has  been  provided  and  increased  staff  has  already  been  hired.  Other  departments  were  able  to 
make  gains  in  grant-funded  FTEs.  The  PHC  benefited  from  a bio-terrorism  grant  that  provided  funding  for  increased  staffing, 
and  the  BPL  was  able  to  shift  existing  staff  from  internally-funded  to  grant-funded  FTEs.  The  grant  funds,  when  combined  with 
the  city-funded  total,  produced  an  all-funds  city-vi'ide  total  of  18,436  FTEs,  a reduction  of  1,381  since  January. 

CONCI.IFSION 

,Since  city  officials  have  lifted  the  hiring  freeze,  certain  departments  are  filling  vacancies  subject  to  the  approval  of  a position 
control  board.  ,Specifically,  more  staff  is  anticipated  in  the  Transportation  and  Police  Departments,  the  BCYF,  the  PHC,  and  the 
BP,S.  The  prospect  of  a third  year  of  local  aid  cuts  should  cause  officials  to  hmit  any  staff  increases  to  replacement  of  only  the  most 
essential  positions.  Efforts  to  increase  efficiency  in  departments  should  be  maintained,  particularly  in  the  BPD,  where  union 
resistance  has  stymied  plans  to  civilianize  administrative  functions  currently  performed  by  sw’orn  staff,  and  also  in  the  BFD, 
where  plans  to  consolidate  fire  districts  have  stalled.  City  officials  should  not  abandon  plans  to  pursue  further  operational 
improvements  even  though  the  financial  outlook  for  the  current  fiscal  year  is  better  than  they  had  initially  predicted. 


Layoffs  Analysis 


49  40 


□ Estimated  Layoffs 

■ Layoffs  Before  Recalls 

□ Actual  Layoffs 


determined  could  be  spread  out  to  remaining 
staff  or  who  were  no  longer  needed. 

BPS  officials,  because  of  contractual  and  legal 
obligations,  initially  laid  off  998  employees, 
far  more  than  all  other  departments 
combined.  The  administration  of  the  BPS 
teacher  staffing  process  over  the  summer  and 
the  department’s  fulfillment  of  its  contractual 
obligations  to  qualified  employees  allowed 
the  BPS  to  recall  776  or  77.8%  of  those  who 
originally  were  laid  off.  That  the  vast 
proportion  of  the  city’s  layoffs  occurred  in  the 
BPS  is  painful  for  educators,  but  analysis  of 
the  city’s  workforce  levels  in  recent  years 
reveals  why  the  layoffs  were  concentrated 
there.  The  BPS  added  928  FTEs  to  its  staff 


betw'een  January'  1997  and  January' 
2003.  During  the  same  time,  all 
other  departments  reduced  their 
staffs  collectively  by  254  FTEs. 

RETIREMENT  INC’.ENTIVES 

Boston  offered  a voluntary' 
retirement  incenti\'e  program  to 
employees  already  eligible  for 
retirement  during  2003.  Having 
been  offered  an  incentive  of  20%  of 
their  salary'  to  participate,  490 
employees  retired  through  the 
program  on  June  30'^'’.  Nearly  95%  of 
the  participants  emanated  from  the 
School,  Police,  and  Fire 
Departments,  since  teachers  and 
uniformed  public  safety  employees 
were  not  eligible  for  the  preMous 
retirement  incentive  offered  by  the 
city  during  2002.  Salary'  savings 
from  this  incentive  w'as  applied  to 
fund  various  jobs  for  employ'ees  who 
otherw'ise  would  have  been  exposed 
to  lay'offs.  During  the  past  two 
years,  966  employees  have  retired 
tluough  an  incentive  program. 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2015 


https://archive.org/details/bostonsshrinkingOObost 


City  of  Boston 

Personnel  Detail  by  Department 
January  2001  • September  2003 

Full-Time  Equivalent  Positions 
CITY  FUNDED 

Change  % Change 


January 

January 

January 

September 

January  '03  - 

January  '03- 

DEPARTMENTS 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2003 

September  '03 

September  '03 

ASSESSING  [1] 

90  0 

85.0 

75,0 

69  0 

140 

18  7% 

AUDITING 

52  0 

62.0 

32.0 

32.0 

00 

0 0% 

BOSTON  CENTER  - YOUTH  & FAMILIES 

398  2 

401  8 

375  1 

325  1 

(50  0) 

-13  3% 

BOSTON  RESIDENT  JOBS 

100 

100 

90 

80 

(1  0) 

-11  1% 

BUDGET  MAf-JAGEMENT  (2) 

27  6 

27  9 

25  7 

23  7 

(2  0) 

-7  8% 

CENTRAL  FLEET  MAINTENANCE 

48  0 

43  0 

420 

41  0 

(1  0) 

-2  4% 

CHIEF  OPERATING  OFFICER 

90 

100 

80 

70 

(10) 

-12  5% 

CITY  CLERK 

150 

150 

134 

124 

(10) 

-7  5% 

CITY  COUNCIL 

70  2 

69  9 

67  6 

74  4 

69 

10  1% 

CML  RIGHTS 

80 

80 

8 0 

80 

00 

0 0% 

CONSUMER  AFFAIRS  & LICENSING 

9 0 

90 

80 

74 

(0  6) 

-7  5% 

CULTURAL  AFFAIRS 

80 

70 

5.0 

90 

40 

80  0% 

ELDERLY  COMMISSION 

61  0 

64  0 

57  3 

56.3 

(1  0) 

-1  7% 

ELECTION  4 USTING  BOARD 

44  7 

33  3 

30  3 

192 

(11  1) 

-36  6% 

EMERGENCY  SHELTER 

60 

60 

5.0 

60 

1 0 

20  0% 

ENVIRONMENT 

160 

170 

160 

140 

(20) 

-12  5% 

FRANCE  COMMISSION 

4 0 

40 

20 

30 

1 0 

50  0% 

FIRE 

1,732  0 

1.697  5 

1713  5 

16175 

(96  0) 

-5  6% 

GRAPHIC  ARTS/PRINTING 

37  0 

40  0 

34  0 

31  0 

(3  0) 

-8  8% 

HUMAN  RESOURCES 

54  0 

502 

46  2 

43  9 

(23) 

-5  0% 

INSPECTtONAt  SERVICES 

2376 

231  0 

239  0 

231  0 

(8  0) 

-3  3% 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS 

80 

10.0 

78 

88 

1 0 

12  8% 

LABOR  RELATIONS 

11  0 

120 

11  0 

100 

(10) 

-9  1% 

LAW 

47  0 

43  0 

46  0 

44  0 

(20) 

-4  3% 

LIBRARY 

5587 

574  8 

474  7 

421  2 

(53  5) 

-11  3% 

LICENSING  BOARD 

11  0 

11  0 

106 

106 

00 

0 0% 

MANAGEMENT  INFO  SERVICES 

83  0 

84  0 

1060 

102  0 

(4  0) 

-3  8% 

MAYOR'S  OFFICE  EXPENSE 

29  0 

26  5 

21  9 

20  8 

(12) 

-5  2% 

MAYOR'S  PRESS  OFFICE 

190 

17  1 

146 

169 

23 

15  9% 

SMALL/ICCAL  BUSINESS  [4] 

80 

80 

80 

60 

00 

0 0% 

NEIGHBORHOOD  SERVICES 

23  0 

21  0 

20  0 

22  0 

20 

10  0% 

OFFICE  OF  NEW  BOSTONIANS 

00 

1 0 

1.0 

1 0 

00 

0 0% 

PARKS /CEMETERY 

223  0 

218.6 

205  6 

191  6 

(14  0) 

-6  8% 

PFD/NEIGMEORHOOO  DEV 

111  0 

107.1 

37  8 

388 

1 0 

2 6% 

POUCE 

2.958  3 

2,964  0 

2894  9 

2762  9 

(1320) 

-4  6% 

PROPERTY  & CONSTRUCTION  MANAGEMENT 

278  8 

294  0 

320  4 

304  6 

(158) 

-4  9% 

PUBLIC  WORKS 

389  0 

406  6 

383  6 

363  6 

(20  0) 

-5  2% 

PURCHASWG 

200 

20  0 

190 

190 

00 

0 0% 

REGISTRY 

21  0 

220 

170 

19  0 

2,0 

11  8% 

RENTAL  HOUSING  RESOURCE  CTR 

158 

14  1 

14  1 

11  1 

(3  0) 

-21  3% 

SPECIAL  EVENTS  8.  TOURISM 

9 0 

100 

90 

90 

00 

0 0% 

TAXPAYER  REFERRAL/ASSISTANCE  (IJ 

90 

100 

60 

0 0 

(6  0) 

-100  0% 

TRANSPORTATION  (3) 

438  0 

438  9 

385  9 

367  9 

(180) 

-4  7% 

TREASURY 

580 

63  0 

57.0 

57  0 

0,0 

0 0% 

VETERA^JS  SERVICES 

17  0 

18.8 

158 

146 

(12) 

-7  6% 

WOMEN’S  COMMISSION 

30 

26 

26 

20 

(0.6) 

-23.1% 

YOUTH  FUND 

4 0 

40 

40 

30 

(1.0) 

-25  0% 

SUB-TOTAL  CfTY  FUNDED 

8.289  9 

8,2935 

7.906  2 

7,488  2 

(4180) 

-5  3% 

SCHOOL 

8,437  5 

8.509  4 

8439  7 

76165 

(823.2) 

-98% 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  COMMISSION 

755  9 

768  1 

745  0 

704  6 

(40  3) 

-5  4% 

TOTAL  CITY  FUNDED 

17.483  2 

17,5709 

17,090  9 

15,809  3 

(1.281  6) 

-7  5% 

CHANGE  OVER  PRIOR  YEAR 

175  2 

87  7 

(480  0) 

(1.281  6) 

% CHANGE  OVER  PRIOR  YEAR 

1 0% 

0 5% 

-2  7% 

-7  5% 

EXTERNALLY  FUNDED 

Change 

% Change 

January 

January 

January 

September 

January  '03  - 

January  ‘03- 

DEPARTMENTS 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2003 

September  '03 

September  '03 

BOSTON  CENTER  YOUTH  & FAMILIES 

56.6 

566 

570 

50  4 

(6  6) 

-115% 

CML  RIGHTS 

130 

160 

12  0 

100 

(2  0) 

-16  7% 

ELDERLY  COMMISSION 

152  5 

82  8 

95  3 

74  8 

(20  5) 

-21  5% 

LIBRARY 

26  3 

45  3 

80  1 

101  3 

212 

26  5% 

MAYOR'S  OFFICE 

00 

0.0 

00 

1,0 

1 0 

n/a 

NEIGHBORHOOD  DEVELOPMENT 

164  0 

167  3 

152  2 

1377 

(145) 

-9  5% 

NEW  BOSTONIANS 

40 

3,0 

40 

3.0 

(10) 

-25  0% 

POLICE 

290 

326 

34,6 

38  6 

40 

11  6% 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  COMMISSION 

298  0 

315.2 

270  6 

3184 

47  7 

17  6% 

RETIREMENT  BOARD 

41  0 

390 

41  0 

350 

(6.0) 

-14  6% 

SUFFOLK  COUNTY 

1.1460 

1,2130 

1026  0 

1.038.0 

120 

1 2% 

TRANSPORTATION 

24  0 

190 

190 

140 

(50) 

-26  3% 

SUB-TOTAl 

1,954  4 

1,989  8 

1,791  8 

1.822  2 

30  4 

1 7% 

SCHOOL 

821  1 

925  0 

934  5 

804  6 

(129  8) 

-13  9% 

TOTAL  EXTERNALLY  FUNDED 

2.775  5 

2.914  8 

2,726  3 

2,626  8 

(99  5) 

-3  6% 

CHANGE  OVER  PRIOR  YEAR 

1137 

139  3 

(1885) 

(99  5) 

% CHANGE  OVER  PRIOR  YEAR 

4 3% 

5 0% 

-6  5% 

-3  6% 

GRAND  TOTAL  ALL  FUNDS 

20.259  7 

20.485  7 

19.817  2 

18.436  1 

CHANGE  OVER  PRIOR  YEAR 

288  9 

226  0 

(668  5} 

(1.381  0) 

% CHANGE  OVER  PRIOR  YEAR 

1 4% 

1 1% 

-3  3% 

-7  0% 

[ 1]  In  2003,  TRAC  was  transferred  to  the  Assessing  Department 

[2]  Includes  Capital  Budget 

[3]  Includes  Parking  Clerk 

[4|  At  the  beginning  of  PfOe,  the  Minority  & Women  Business  Office  was  changed  to  the  Small  & Local  Business  OffKe 
Source:  City  of  Boston  Personnel  Statistics  Report,  Boston  Public  Schools  Position  Control  Report 
Prepared  By:  Boston  Municipal  Research  Bureau,  Inc 
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City  of  Boston 

Boston  Public  Schools  Personnel  Detail  [1] 
January  2001  • September  2003 
Fu>-Tni«  Equivalent  Po&dK>n$(Fr£) 

CITY  njNOEO 


January 

January 

January 

SepiemOer 

January  03  - 

PERSONNEL 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2003 

September  03 

REGULAR  EDUCATION 

2 4000 

2 396  4 

2 440  4 

2299  3 

(141  1J 

KINDERGARTEN 

154  5 

142  5 

153  5 

152  9 

(0  6) 

SUB-TOTAL  REGULAR  EDUCATION 

25545 

2 5339 

2.593  9 

24S22 

(141  7) 

SPECIAL  £0  RESOURCE 

26S7 

277  3 

279  0 

274  8 

(4  2) 

SUBSTANTIALLY  SEPARATE 

7360 

766  9 

776  0 

740  4 

(3$  7) 

SUB- TOTAL  SPEOALEOU  CATION 

1,054  7 

1 0442 

1 055  0 

10152 

(39  8) 

BIUNCUAL  KINDERGARTEN 

550 

$9  0 

545 

41  0 

(13  5) 

BILINGUAL  TEACHER 

4561 

474  5 

482  2 

298  7 

(183$) 

SU  B- TOTAL  SlUNGUALE0UCAT>ON 

511  1 

5335 

536  7 

339  7 

(197  0) 

VOCAT10NALED 

425 

37  0 

380 

365 

(1  51 

SPEOAU  ST  TEACHER 

331  1 

355  3 

350  8 

311  4 

(39  4) 

mNERANT TEACHER 

207  1 

2088 

204  7 

203  2 

(1  51 

SUB- TOTAL  OTHER  TEACHERS 

530  7 

601  1 

593  5 

551  1 

(42  4) 

TOTAL  TEACHERS 

4 7010 

4 7176 

4 7760 

4 358  1 

(420  9) 

LONG  TERM  LEAVE 

440 

650 

74  0 

92  0 

18  0 

WORKERS  COMP&ISATION 

920 

105  0 

930 

990 

60 

TOTALWISCELLANEOUS 

1360 

1700 

167  0 

191  0 

240 

ITINERANT  PUPILSUPPORT 

605 

645 

64  5 

535 

(6  0) 

PROGRAM  SUPPORT 

37  0 

90  1 

906 

70  4 

(20  2) 

SPED  EVALUATION  TEAM 

930 

95  6 

92  2 

81  6 

(10  6) 

UBRARtANS 

200 

19  0 

170 

203 

33 

GUIDANCE 

107  3 

107  9 

106  1 

78  5 

(27  61 

SVMMMING  INSTRUCTORS 

130 

11  0 

124 

80 

(4  4) 

INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES 

1220 

137  2 

131  7 

86  3 

(45  4) 

UBRARy  AIDES 

618 

72  0 

55  5 

230 

(27  5) 

SPEOALEO  AIDE 

18  0 

170 

190 

11  0 

(8  0) 

SPEOALED  AIDE -SUB  SEP 

7108 

677  8 

682  6 

6199 

(62  7) 

aUNGUALED  AIDES 

1610 

1540 

1380 

366 

(101  2) 

SECURITY  PARAPROFESSIONALS 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

ACADEMIC  TEACHING  COaCh 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

TEC»«tCAL  SUPER.HSORY 

550 

52  0 

460 

46  0 

00 

RB-D  COORO  NATORS 

795 

384 

74  4 

635 

(10  9) 

TOTAL  INSTRUCT!  ONAL  SUPPORT 

1 593  9 

1 576  5 

1.530  0 

1203  8 

(321  2) 

CENTRAL  ADM  INISTRATION 

27  0 

290 

3£L0 

33  0 

30 

ELEMENTARY  SCHOOL  AOMIN 

1368 

1363 

132  8 

128  4 

MIDDLE  SCHOOL  ADMIN 

69  6 

71  0 

73  0 

73  3 

03 

HIGH  SCHOOLAOMIN 

1408 

148  0 

149  0 

1340 

(15  0) 

SPE  CtAL  school  AOMIN 

190 

170 

ISO 

170 

<1  0) 

CLUSre?  COORCNNATOR 

100 

00 

00 

00 

00 

TOTALAOUINlSTRATCRS 

4032 

4016 

402  8 

385  7 

(17  1) 

NURSES 

896 

62  1 

936 

940 

04 

HEALTH  AIDE 

120 

11  0 

90 

70 

(2  0) 

SeCRETARlAUCLERlCAL 

264  5 

235  0 

222  3 

(12  7) 

ETLSeCPETARlAL 

9S9 

97  7 

97  3 

84  3 

(13  0) 

PART-TIME  CLERICAL 

30 

1 0 

05 

0$ 

00 

GUIDANCE  CLERICAL 

ISO 

14  0 

120 

90 

(3  0) 

SCHOOL POUCE 

665 

65  0 

795 

79  5 

00 

NON-ACAOBlIIC  FULL-TIME 

640 

990 

959 

96  7 

08 

NON-ACAOEMIC  PART-TIME 

120 

33  5 

32  5 

14  3 

(18  3) 

BUS  MONITORS 

210  8 

193$ 

1940 

1735 

(20  5) 

TOTALNON-ACAOEMIC 

853  3 

3645 

849  3 

781  0 

(68  3) 

CUSTODIAL 

38S0 

4040 

389  0 

4134 

24  4 

CUSTOOIALLONG-TERM  LEAVE 

230 

00 

00 

00 

00 

LUNOH  MONITORS 

198  0 

1900 

196$ 

162  5 

(34  0) 

E>rre»NAL  MONITORS 

35 

30 

00 

00 

00 

TOTALMAINTENANCE  'SUPV 

609  5 

597  0 

5855 

5759 

(9  6) 

TOYM.  PROFESSICHAL  SUPPORT 

140  6 

182  0 

126  1 

1160 

(10  1) 

GRAND  total  oty  Funded 

84375 

6 509  4 

8.439  7 

76165 

(823  2) 

CHANGE  OVER  prior  rEAR 

202  7 

71  9 

(69  6) 

(823  2) 

% CHANGE  OVER  PRIOR  YEAR 

2 5% 

09% 

•0  8% 

•9  8% 

EXTERNALLY  RINDED 

Change 

January 

January 

January 

September 

January  03  - 

PERSONNEL 

2001 

2002 

2003 

2003 

Seplember  03 

REGULAR  EDUCATION 

210  2 

213$ 

1589 

(54  6) 

KINDERGARTEN 

33 

120 

20 

(10  0) 

SUB- TOTAL  REGUUR  EDUCATION 

1802 

2135 

2255 

1609 

(64  6) 

SPEOALED  RESOURCE 

10 

10 

21 

20 

(0  1) 

SueSTANTULLT  SEPARATE 

ss 

101 

9$ 

(2  9) 

SUB- TOTAL  SPECU  L EDUCATION 

65 

11  1 

14$ 

11  5 

(3  0) 

aUNGUAL  KINDERGARTEN 

20 

1 5 

10 

00 

(1  0) 

aUNOUAL TEACHER 

71  7 

673 

$88 

41  6 

(173) 

SUBTOTAL  aUNGUALfiOU  CAT!  ON 

737 

638 

$9  8 

41  6 

(18  3) 

VOCATIONAL  ED 

00 

00 

20 

1 0 

(1  0) 

SPEOAU  ST  TEACHER 

43  S 

300 

28  9 

30  1 

1 2 

ITINERANT  TEACH BT 

1 0 

1 0 

20 

SO 

30 

SUBTOTAL  OTHER  TEACHERS 

44$ 

31  0 

32  9 

36  1 

32 

TOTAL TEACHERS 

3049 

324  4 

332  7 

2$0  1 

(82  6) 

LONG  TERM  LEAVE 

00 

00 

00 

00 

WCRKBPS  COMPENSATION 

00 

00 

00 

00 

TOTALMtSCELLANEOUS 

10 

00 

00 

00 

00 

iTUeRANT  PUPILSUPPORT 

13  0 

110 

110 

130 

20 

PROGRAM  SUPPORT 

161 

14  3 

16  1 

126 

(3  5) 

SPED  EVALUATION  TEAM 

30 

40 

20 

34 

UBRARlANS 

00 

00 

10 

1 0 

00 

GUIDANCE 

42 

4 3 

4 7 

26 

(2  1) 

INSTRUCTIONAL  AIDES 

32  5 

97  0 

800 

11  9 

(68  1) 

UBRARY  AIDES 

60 

30 

72 

62 

(1  0) 

SPECIAL  ED  AIDE-SUB  SEP 

20 

90 

172 

78 

auNGUALEO  AIDES 

52 

195 

10$ 

50 

(5  S) 

TEOeil  CAL  $UP&TV)$ORY 

90 

120 

110 

11  0 

00 

FIELD  COORDINATORS 

N 7 

13  3 

173 

225 

S2 

TOTAL  INSTRUCTIONAL  SUPPORT 

1157 

190  9 

1702 

1064 

(63  6) 

CENTRAL  ADMINISTRATION 

30 

1 0 

10 

1 0 

00 

ELEMBfTARY  SCHOOLAOMIN 

1 0 

20 

20 

20 

00 

MIOOLE  SCHOOL  ADMIN 

1 0 

30 

30 

1 0 

HIGH  SCHOOLAOMIN 

1 0 

32 

30 

00 

SPECIAL  SCHOOL  AOMIN 

60 

SO 

60 

60 

00 

CUJSTER  COORONATOR 

00 

00 

00 

00 

00 

TOTAL  A DMINI  STRATORS 

12  0 

14  2 

14  0 

15  0 

10 

NURSES 

23 

1 0 

14 

20 

06 

SECRETARlALVCLERlCAL 

265 

263 

27  0 

32$ 

55 

ETLSeCRETARlAL 

1 8 

10 

1 6 

06 

PART-TIME  CLERICAL 

70 

80 

90 

21  0 

120 

NON-ACADEMIC  FULL-TIME 

240 

250 

239 

346 

10  7 

NON-ACAOEMiC  PART-TIME 

1 0 

00 

00 

00 

00 

BUS  MONITORS 

05 

08 

08 

05 

(0  3) 

TOTALNON-ACAOEMIC 

62  8 

62  9 

S3  1 

92  2 

292 

FOOD  SERVICE  WORKERS 

470 

46  0 

4S0 

49  0 

40 

FOOD  SERVICE  WORKERS 

200  5 

208$ 

2130 

203$ 

(9  5) 

UJN04  MONITORS 

30 

40 

so 

1 0 

(4  0) 

EXTERNAL  MONITORS 

SO 

50 

10 

00 

(10) 

TOTALMAINTENANCE /SUPV 

255  5 

263  5 

264  0 

253  5 

(105) 

TOTAL  PROFESSlCNALSUPPORT 

692 

69  2 

90S 

67  5 

(3  0) 

GRAND  TOTAL  EXTERNAL 

621  1 

925  0 

934  S 

6046 

(129  8) 

GRAND  TOTAL  ALL  FUNDS 

9 258  6 

9 434  4 

9,374  2 

84212 

(953  0) 

CHANGE  OVER  PRIOR  YEAR 

196  6 

1758 

(60  2) 

(6S3  01 

SMra  Po»liar>C*A(r«l 

tkfitu,  Inc 


City  of  Boston 

Retirement  Incentive  Participants  by  Department 


%of 


Department 

ERI' 

VRI^ 

Combined 

Total 

Assessing  Department 

8 

0 

8 

0.8% 

Auditing  Department 

1 

0 

1 

0.1% 

Boston  Center-Youth  & Families 

15 

4 

19 

2 . 0% 

Central  Fleet  Maintenance 

2 

0 

2 

0.2% 

Chief  Operating  Officer 

1 

0 

1 

0.1% 

City  Clerk 

1 

1 

2 

0.2% 

City  Council 

1 

0 

1 

0.1% 

Elderly  Commission 

5 

0 

5 

0.5% 

Election  Department 

3 

1 

4 

0.4% 

Finance  Commission 

1 

0 

1 

0.1% 

Fire  Department 

8 

46 

54 

5.6% 

Graphic  Arts  Department 

6 

0 

6 

0.6% 

Human  Resources 

7 

1 

8 

0.8% 

Inspectional  Services  Dept 

6 

3 

9 

0.9% 

Library  Department 

51 

5 

56 

5.8% 

Management  & Information  Svs 

6 

1 

7 

0.7% 

Mayor's  Office 

1 

0 

1 

0.1% 

Neighborhood  Development 

2 

0 

2 

0.2% 

Neighborhood  Services 

1 

0 

1 

0.1% 

Parks  & Recreation  Department 

15 

1 

16 

1.7% 

Police  Department 

38 

92 

130 

13.5% 

Property  & Construction  Mgmt 

13 

2 

15 

1.6% 

Public  Works  Department 

25 

4 

29 

3.0% 

Purchasing  Division 

1 

0 

1 

0.1% 

Registry  Division 

4 

0 

4 

0.4% 

Rental  Housing  Resource  Center 

1 

0 

1 

0.1% 

Taxpayer  Referral  & Assistance 

2 

0 

2 

0.2% 

Transportation  Department 

23 

2 

25 

2.6% 

Treasury  Department 

3 

0 

3 

0.3% 

Veterans'  Services  Department 

3 

1 

4 

0.4% 

Total  City  Departments 

254 

164 

418 

43.3% 

School  Department 

210 

326 

536 

55.5% 

Retirement  Board 

4 

0 

4 

0.4% 

Grants 

8 

0 

8 

0.8% 

Total 

476 

490 

966 

100.0% 

’ Retired  as  of  October  31 , 2002 
^ Retired  as  of  June  30,  2003 


Source:  City  of  Boston  Office  of  Budget  Mangement 
Prepared  by  Boston  Municipal  Research  Bureau,  Inc 


* r- 


10 

ffl04r«tuq©n  yO  *w*a#ti  4^1 


■r  Jf' 

ifttuT 


ri^TTfTWJ  . . # 

— ->rpi(a.SA 


. i-  .i'innysf)  liipffibiA 
's5*'  ♦ tsiMO 

K''-"ttX)0  VI4O 

nP0*;«i3 

fi042Ji*wrn<iO  ibn*io^^ 
tn!ffWVW|V-tO  «n<'^ 
>■  »()<h«|oO  *'hA  0(NV4i:>^ 
* x>'i  nwniiH 
'iVi'  ’ * VJV  -Sh^  t^’-'ltur«C(<ir> 

^ar^i 

■V-'  .(isfM  “ * 


■ isWic^- 

'.'■•jiM  O .’  vtwtyjfi'l 

;r-ar!'rtocK^  j4<<u^ 

rtcw»i*t<'  '*>■»«>'• 't?*1 
.«ii  i»J  w. *•»>''* '' 

r>or«4i»cA4b  NSTMlaJI  •JVf  a'.r.  1 

trwnrww?^'^'  >'•?•’’' 

^ »f’wfiywi|oO  je»>/'»g  :?  1*^ 


^ TC  n^JoieO ' ■ «*  ‘ „ 

• *:  (Mi,  upruii  w- . e ‘ 


• „ V®  t»«  40,9'*^ 


l 


City  of  Boston  Layoff  Analysis 

Non  FTE's 
BPS  Layoffs 


Category 

Layoffs  Before 
Recall 

Employees 

Recalled 

Actual 

Layoffs 

Teachers 

103 

96 

7 

Paraprofessionals 

399 

275 

124 

Non-teacher  Support  Positions 

92 

77 

15 

Lunch  Monitors 

175 

117 

58 

BASAS 

95 

91 

4 

Managers 

24 

10 

14 

Administrative  Guild 

83 

83 

0 

Custodians 

27 

27 

0 

Total  Employees 

998 

776 

222 

Department 

Non-BPS  Layoffs 

Layoffs  Before 
Recall 

Employees 

Recalled 

Actual 

Layoffs 

Election 

8 

2 

6 

Human  Resources 

3 

1 

2 

Property  Management 

6 

1 

5 

Fire 

3 

0 

3 

Transportation 

6 

3 

3 

Inspectional  Services 

4 

0 

4 

Parks 

6 

2 

4 

Centers  for  Youth  & Families 

13 

0 

13 

Total  Employees 

49 

9 

40 

Source:  Boston  Public  Schools  & City  of  Boston  Office  of  Budget  Management 
Prepared  by  Boston  Municipal  Research  Bureau,  Inc 
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